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Why do these numbers mean any-
thing to us? Why does the deficit or the
debt mean anything to us? Because it
is stealing from our future. We have to
do something about it. I think I agree
with the Senator from Alabama, that
it is a threat to our future, that we
could have a crisis come upon us where
we cannot manage our debt.

How do we pay for our debt? We can
either tax people—most of us think we
are already taxed enough already. We
are not willing to pay more than 40
percent of our income for taxes. We can
borrow. But we borrowed an enormous
amount. We now owe the Chinese $800
billion, the Japanese $700 billion. The
list goes on and on. We owe the Rus-
sians nearly $200 billion. We owe Mex-
ico $20 billion. The list goes on and on.

Where we were once a great nation
that exported goods to the world, our
No. 1 export is our debt. But what hap-
pens when foreign countries quit buy-
ing our debt or when the interest we
have to pay them exceeds what we are
able to pay? Most of the estimates on
what we will be paying or the Presi-
dent’s estimates are saying we will
have a 3%-percent interest rate. I re-
member 1979, though, when interest
rates went to 21 percent.

If that happens, interest will con-
sume the budget, and we will have very
little left for anything else. As it is,
the course we are on, if we do nothing,
if we just keep spending the way we are
spending, entitlements and interest
consume the whole budget within a
decade. That is with conservative esti-
mates on interest. Imagine what hap-
pens if interest rates begin to rise such
as they did in the 1970s, and some are
predicting this can happen.

Recently, we have been hearing in
the newspapers that some members on
the other side of the aisle, members of
their leadership, are saying: Well, this
is all well and good, but those over
here, we are mistaken that there is any
problem with Social Security. They
say Social Security is not adding any-
thing to the debt. They say Social Se-
curity is not adding one penny to the
debt.

I am pretty new here. But Wash-
ington math that says we are not add-
ing to the debt with Social Security is
flatly wrong. I have a couple charts
with me. Over here is what we bring in,
in Social Security taxes, payroll taxes,
FICA taxes. Here is what we spend on
Social Security recipients. This is what
we bring in, this is what we spend.

We are now, for the first time, spend-
ing more than we take in. Well, the
other side will tell us, they will say:
Well, it is not so bad. We have interest
payments that fill in the difference.
They say Social Security is fine, has
all these surpluses. If we go to the So-
cial Security Office, we will find a
stack of paper. These are Treasury
bills. They are nonnegotiable. They
cannot be traded to anyone. We own
them, and we pay ourselves interest on
the Social Security surplus.

How do we pay the interest? We bor-
row it from China. So to make up this
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difference, for them to say Social Secu-
rity is on solid footing and that we are
simply paying and spending the inter-
est it brings in, it is a lie. The interest
is paid by borrowing from China. We
are borrowing nearly $2 trillion a year.

The Senator from Alabama showed
us the statistics. Even though the def-
icit, official deficit, will be like $1.5 or
$1.6 trillion, the debt limit, if we watch
closely, in a month, will go up $2 tril-
lion—all kinds of things they do not
count, off-budget items, money they
borrowed from places.

The truth is, we have to wake up and
say our entitlements are unsound. No-
body wants to hear that. People say:
You cannot be elected by saying that.
Well, guess what. It is the truth. If we
do not speak the truth to our problems,
we will eventually and ultimately en-
counter a crisis in our country, and I
am for averting that crisis.

I think the President has abdicated
in his leadership. We have this enor-
mous problem, and he is giving us $46
trillion worth of spending, annual defi-
cits of $1 trillion that go to the end of
time, and he has abdicated his duty.
The entitlement system is broken. I
did not break it. I am not responsible
for the baby boom. We have all those
people who were born after the war,
and they are retiring.

It just happened. We have fewer
workers. Once upon a time, we had
over 50 workers for every retiree. It
worked. Once upon a time, people lived
with an average life expectancy of 65.
Social Security worked in the begin-
ning, worked for many years. We are
now down to less than three workers
for one retiree. It is not working. We
have a huge number of people retiring.

It is nobody’s fault. But what we
want is leadership. Where is the leader-
ship in Washington to say the entitle-
ments are broken and we have to do
something about it? It may not be pop-
ular, but can we not say someone
should lead? The President is failing us
and is not leading. We need leadership.
How do we fix Social Security? Here is
what happens if we do nothing. Look at
the red ink. It piles on. This year
alone, we will have to borrow $37 bil-
lion to pay for Social Security. It goes
up to over $100 billion within a decade.

How do we fix Social Security? It is
very simple. Everybody knows it, but
everybody wants to be quiet. No one
wants to say it. I will say it. The age
for Social Security will have to gradu-
ally rise. I have said it. I have said it
repeatedly. I do not want it, nec-
essarily. I do not want to have to do
the things we have to do. But someone
has to stand and say it has to be done.

We can do it gradually. We can raise
the age or allow the age to rise slowly
for those 55 and under, and we can fix
Social Security by doing that. That
alone fixes at least half or more of the
problem. We let it rise gradually on the
younger people.

There is an alternative. If we stick
our heads in the sand and say: Do noth-
ing; we are not touching Social Secu-
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rity; we are not touching Medicare; we
are afraid to lead; Wait and let the
President lead someday, if we do that,
the system is run into the ground. It is
a problem.

What happened in Greece when they
ran into a debt crisis? They changed
the age of eligibility for their entitle-
ments overnight. That is much more
difficult. When you are 67 and all of a
sudden someone tells you, you do not
get it for another year, and you
planned on it, that is very difficult.

But what if we say gradually, to
those my age and younger, tell them
they will have to make adjustments be-
cause we do not have enough money.
You know what, I think young people
already realize it. These young people
here, if they are listening to this de-
bate, they know Social Security is bro-
ken, Medicare is broken. It will not be
there for them unless we fix it. So we
need to be the responsible adults. We
need to fix these problems and they can
be.

Next week, I and a couple other Sen-
ators will present a fix for Social Secu-
rity that fixes Social Security in per-
petuity. That is a long time, forever.
We will fix Social Security by allowing
the age to rise gradually on younger
people, and, by saying to those who
will retire, the younger people, again,
that they may not get as much out of
it as some other people get. Basically,
there will have to be some testing that
says, when you are in a higher income
bracket, your Social Security pay-
ments will not rise as rapidly as some
others will.

It is the only way we fix it. But those
two changes fix Social Security for-
ever, if we are willing to do it. The
question is, If we speak boldly, if we
lead, is that a detriment or an asset? I,
personally, think it is the right thing
to do, but I also think it is an asset. I
think the people will understand, when
we lead, we have to make difficult
choices.

We have been kicking the can down
the road, borrowing and borrowing and
borrowing. I think we are coming to a
point in time where it has to end. It is
going to end either voluntarily and
gradually, if we can promote a solu-
tion, or it can end with a bang. A bang
is a crisis. I do not want that to hap-
pen. I want it to happen gradually, in a
very rational and reasonable manner. I
think we can do it.

But I think what we are finding from
the other side and from the President
is a failure to lead. I propose that we
have new leadership, and we are going
to need new leadership if we are going
to get this debt under control.

At the very least, we need to have
this conversation. I am glad we are
having it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

ENERGY

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
clearly some very serious subjects are
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being discussed today. I applaud my
colleague from Kentucky for bringing
up the tough stuff. We cannot escape
reality. Our reality is in the entitle-
ments; that we will finally grapple
with the insurmountable debt we are
faced with as a nation, some very dif-
ficult issues in front of us with equally
difficult solutions. As we stand and
present them, try to educate one an-
other, much less those we represent,
this is a critical time for us to be talk-
ing about all the issues that need to be
on the table.

One of the issues being discussed
around family dinner tables is what is
happening in this country as it relates
to the price of oil and how that trans-
lates more personally to American
families who, every time they go to fill
up the tank, it is costing them more
and more. Every time we pick up a
newspaper, every time we turn on the
TV, we see a story about the rising
prices of oil. They are asking: What is
going on. They look at the situation in
the Middle East and the combination of
international events that is driving it.
It is also domestic policies that have
helped to push oil above $100 a barrel.

All of us are concerned about what
those higher prices mean for us as a na-
tion. We are committed to protecting
the American people and our busi-
nesses and ensuring we have an ability
to deal with rising prices at the same
time we are trying to emerge from this
difficult recession period. This is a
tough time for us.

I have come to floor to outline sev-
eral steps I believe we can and should
take to improve our energy policy.

First, I wish to touch on how we
again find ourselves in this situation.
The civil unrest we are seeing, the po-
litical instability in other nations is
certainly not new. They are facts of
life in many nations that provide this
Nation’s imports. Iran now holds
OPEC’s presidency. They are perfectly
comfortable with $100-a-barrel oil. It is
far from guaranteed that OPEC is even
capable of moderating any prices in the
way it claims it can with spare capac-
ity.

With Libya’s supply either offline or
unreliable, any other disruption any-
where in the world can likely spike
global oil prices to levels that will
swamp our economic recovery and re-
sult in a genuine hardship for Amer-
ica’s families.

It is not only the situation inter-
nationally that has brought us to this
point. The costs and consequences as-
sociated with our dependence on for-
eign oil are largely our own fault. We
have brought this upon ourselves. Over
the years our lands have been locked
up. Many of our most promising oppor-
tunities have been put out of reach. In
this country we sit on tremendous oil
reserves in the offshore, whether it is
up in Alaska, in the Chukchi or Beau-
fort Seas, or whether it is in the Gulf
of Mexico. We have onshore opportuni-
ties in my home State that are consid-
erable. We have them in the Rocky
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Mountain West. We have massive shale
formations that are not even accessible
for research and development. We can’t
even begin to look.

Charles Krauthammer,
umnist, wrote last year:

We haven’t run out of safer and more eas-
ily accessible sources of oil. We’ve been run
off them. . . .

I couldn’t agree more. Today our en-
ergy policy has gone beyond frus-
trating. It is irresponsible. The Amer-
ican people expect their government to
help keep energy affordable and to see
to it that we can benefit from our nat-
ural resource development in a respon-
sible way. That is what they are asking
for. They expect us to take an honest
look at where increased domestic pro-
duction is possible, how it can protect
against the higher prices we are seeing
now, how it can protect against poten-
tial supply disruption, and what do-
mestic production will do to increase
our security and restore our trade bal-
ance.

That is what we are talking about
today: generating government reve-
nues, creating jobs. Right now when we
import oil, we are exporting those ben-
efits. It is our loss, and it is their gain.

We ignore the positive benefits of do-
mestic production at our own peril.
About a month ago we had a hearing in
the Energy Committee where there was
a statement presented by the Bipar-
tisan Policy Center. It is a pretty so-
bering reminder to us all. The state-
ment was:

A one-dollar, one-day increase in a barrel
of oil takes $12 million out of the U.S. econ-
omy. If tensions in the Mideast cause oil
prices to rise by $5 for even just three
months, over $5 billion will leave the U.S.
economy. Obviously, this is not a strategy
for creating new jobs.

That was about a month ago. Think
about what has happened in the course
of a month and where we have seen the
price go. About a month ago, it was sit-
ting at about $82 a barrel. We are now
over $100 a barrel. We are looking at a
rise of 20 bucks in the past month.
What that means to us in terms of dol-
lars that have been sent outside of our
economy is about $15 billion.

Last year, putting it in context of
what went on at that time, we spent an
estimated $337 billion on oil imports, a
huge amount of money. As we are talk-
ing about how we deal with budget
matters and decide which programs
and services to continue, to terminate,
this has an incredible impact on the
discussion.

Today I am renewing my call for a
realistic and aggressive approach to
our energy challenges. For the sake of
our national security, for the sake of
our economy, and for the sake of the
world’s environment, America should
produce as much oil as it uses as pos-
sible. It is this balance, in concert with
the resulting revenues we will see, the
benefits to manufacturing and trans-
portation industries, that will allow us
to take control of our energy future.

I have five concepts that will support
greater domestic oil production. I will

the col-
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speak very briefly because we will have
time to develop this.

First, look north, north to Alaska.
We used to have that on our license
plates. We have an incredible supply of
oil waiting to be tapped for the good of
the Nation. The National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska is sitting there wait-
ing. Two thousand acres of the non-
wilderness portion of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge and the Chukchi
and Beaufort Seas hold at least 40 bil-
lion barrels of recoverable oil. That is
enough to replace crude imports from
the Persian Gulf for over 65 years. We
can do this in one State. We have those
opportunities in Alaska. All three
areas right now, as we speak, are effec-
tively off-limits to new development
because of decisions made by this ad-
ministration or prior administrations.
We have an opportunity if we just look
north.

Second, end the ‘‘permitorium’™ and
bring back production in the Gulf of
Mexico. This administration has
slowed permits for new deepwater de-
velopment to practically a crawl. The
Secretary of the Interior announced
one new permit a couple days ago. That
is a start, but we are just barely crawl-
ing. This could cost the United States
an estimated 200,000 barrels of new sup-
ply if left in place for a year, far more
if left in place longer, and tens of thou-
sands of jobs in the meantime. Courts
have also ruled repeatedly that the ad-
ministration’s ‘“‘permitorium’” is un-
lawful. A district court judge ruled last
year that it was ‘“‘arbitrary and capri-
cious.” More recently the Interior De-
partment was actually held in con-
tempt for its ‘‘dismissive conduct” and
“‘determined disregard’—the words of
the court—of previous orders to end
this de facto moratorium.

The third item we can do is cut red-
tape. Let’s make this work. In January
the President ordered his executive
agencies to review their regulations to
ensure that they are cost-effective,
that they are not unduly damaging
economic growth and job creation. A
great task. The Interior Department,
though, is sitting in a situation where
they have an awful lot of work to do.

In late 2008, the Interior Department
stated that ‘‘the number of required
plan and permit approvals is on the
order of about 25 to 30’ for a typical oil
lease. Yet over the past 2 years, instead
of reducing that, this administration
has sought to add even more layers to
these already significant requirements
which are a major reason leaseholders
need years to begin production. We just
can’t get to it.

Fourth, we need to look at how we as
a nation consider this all-of-the-above
energy policy. The alternatives to con-
ventional oil, to natural gas, to coal
should not be limited to the favored
sources: wind, solar, geothermal. We
have so much we can be doing. We rec-
ognize that. I have stood before this
body on many occasions talking about
the different ways we can build our en-
ergy portfolio, how we can work to
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move the transportation fleet to that
next generation, whether it is electric
vehicles or fleets powered by natural
gas.

The final item in terms of what we
can do to help address our Nation’s en-
ergy policy is to shelve bad ideas.
There is an awful lot of bad ideas hold-
ing us up. This is the stop-the-bleeding
element of the proposal. With oil prices
on the rise, the administration and
many in Congress seem to have forgot-
ten that the oil industry actually pro-
vides Americans with energy and jobs.
Yet sometimes they are viewed as an
untapped source of government reve-
nues.

Proposals to take more from oil com-
panies have included a range of tax in-

creases, the use-it-or-lose-it proposal
and similar fees, and substantially
shorter lease terms. All of these

antiproduction efforts deprive compa-
nies of stable operating environments
and reduce their willingness to invest
in America. We need to look at what
we are doing. If they are bad ideas,
let’s set the bad ideas aside. Let’s
adopt a constructive approach instead
of seeking to punish. Let’s figure out a
better way forward so we can tap into
more of America’s vast resources and
then make good use of the resulting
revenues.

We clearly do have options. I look
forward to discussing them more in de-
tail, how we can develop these goals of
a national energy policy. For today, I
emphasize that responsible domestic
production will reduce our energy
prices, create jobs, improve security,
raise revenue to pay down debt, and
allow America to invest in tech-
nologies for the future. We cannot af-
ford to wait on any of these benefits.

I urge Members, as we talk about
ways to reduce our budget, ways to cre-
ate more jobs for the country, we need
to look critically at what is happening
with our energy policy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

——

THE BUDGET

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, on
June 27, 2010, President Obama made
the following statement:

I hope some of those folks who are hol-
lering about deficits and debt will step up,
because I'm calling their bluff.

I am stepping up. At the same time,
I also want to call the President’s
bluff. I think we are at a serious point
in time in our history, and we need to
be realistic about what confronts us
ahead of time.

The biggest bluff this year in the
Congress was the 2012 budget presented
by the President which did not take
any of the recommendations from his
own deficit commission—by the way, I
was one of the Republicans who sup-
ported that—and instead locked in a
25b.4-percent increase in spending over
the last 2 years and made it permanent
by calling it a freeze. It raises taxes in
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the outyears and dedicates a higher
regulatory environment in the United
States of America. None of that does
anything to reduce the debt or the def-
icit. In fact, the President’s budget ac-
tually makes it worse.

But it is fair to ask people to step up.
The American people are asking us to
step up. They want us to do what they
have been doing in the last 3 years: sit
around their kitchen table, reorganize
their priorities, spend within their
means, and reduce their debt and the
deficit. The very least they should ask
of their country is their country to do
the same thing they have had to do. In
large measure, we have been the con-
tributor to the protracted nature of the
current recession.

Now, everybody knows there are two
ways to reduce the deficit in the short
run and the debt in the long run. One
way is to cut spending. But that is not
the only way. Another way is to raise
revenue and increase income. And that
is not just by raising a tax, that is by
improving business opportunity and
the expansion of opportunity in Amer-
ica. There is a third way: by changing
the processes by which we regulate and
make decisions, by looking at reforms
that in the outyears make a difference
for all of us.

On the spending side, the spending
cuts are going to be difficult. They are
going to be modest compared to what
our deficit really is. But they are going
to send a signal to the world that we
are finally going to get serious about
our spending level, and the majority of
the rest of the world already has—
whether it is Great Britain or many of
the other countries in the European
Union.

So spending cuts are important. But
spending cuts in and of themselves will
not solve the entire problem. In fact,
H.R. 1, in the House, which made re-
ductions of $61 billion, was a modest
start at a long-term process. But it
sent us in the right direction, and it
called the bluff the President was talk-
ing about by making real, significant
proposals.

Secondly, in terms of raising rev-
enue, we raise revenue by expanding
opportunity, not by raising the rate of
tax, but, as his deficit commission said,
by lowering the rate of tax, doing away
with deductions that are specialized
and targeted in nature and giving busi-
ness the encouragement to expand.

A funny thing happened to me on
January 3 of this year in Atlanta, GA,
right after the first of January. I went
to the OK Cafe in downtown Buckhead,
GA, for a breakfast. That is the gath-
ering place for most Atlanta
businesspeople on the north side of
town. I was going to have a business
meeting, and Steve Hennessy walked
in, one of the largest automobile deal-
ers in the United States. He happened
to come up to me. He rushed toward
me. He had his arms open. I thought I
was going to get a good luck hug, a ‘‘go
to Washington and do a good job’ type
speech. Instead, he put his finger right
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on my nose and said: JOHNNY, I just had
to hire two compliance officers to com-
ply with Dodd-Frank, and I lost a
salesman. I am spending more money
complying and less money producing.

That is one of the things this admin-
istration has done in tremendous quan-
tity to put us in a very difficult situa-
tion. Every agency is promulgating
rules and regulations at a rapid rate—
regulations that to comply with cost
new employees, more expense in oper-
ating a business, and less capital in-
vestment in what that business does.

It is very important that the Presi-
dent understand what happens; that is,
regulation has consequences. Right
now the regulatory volume of the
United States being proposed by this
administration is unsustainable. It is
costly, and it increases the debt and
the deficit of the United States of
America. Quite frankly, it is a reach
far beyond where government should
go0.

I am the first person to support occu-
pational safety, the first person to sup-
port financial security, the first person
to support transparency. I will always
fight to see that our government is
transparent and our rules are fair and
our occupational safety is good. But to
overreach, to go beyond our reach, is
just wrong.

I will give you a couple of examples.
Georgia is a large agricultural State.
Yesterday I was with some cotton
farmers who were bemoaning the fact
of the most recent proposal to regulate
agricultural dust. The EPA actually
wants to regulate the dust created by a
plow or a tractor or a truck on a dirt
road on a farm, to say that the farmer
must make sure that dust stays within
the confines of his hedge row or his
fence line—meaning we are going to
try to control nature? Well, how is he
going to do it? By hiring water trucks
to follow behind his tractor to tamp
down the dust? That is a reach too far.

To categorize milk as oil and to say
farmers who run dairies have to have
storage tanks for milk that are equiva-
lent to storage tanks for petroleum,
that is just crazy. It is a reach too far,
and it makes the ability to do business
tougher, the ability to make a profit
more impossible, the amount of rev-
enue produced less because it is less
profitable, and it protracts our debt
and our deficit problem.

So when the President talks about
calling bluffs, I am willing to do it. I
am willing to sit down and talk about
the hard issues. In fact, I am willing to
tell the story about how in certain
measure myself and everybody else
born after 1943 in America is an exam-
ple of some of the things we need to do.

In 1983, I was 39 years old. Social Se-
curity sent out their annual report on
the stability of the Social Security
fund and said it was going broke; that
if we did not do something we were
going to run out of Social Security
benefits in the early 2000s.

Well, that worried everybody. But
Tip O’Neill, a great Speaker and a
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